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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Arguments 

1 . In response to applicant's argument that the references fail to show certain 
features of applicant's invention, it is noted that the features upon which applicant 
relies (i.e., similarity matching are not recited in the rejected claims). Although the 
claims are interpreted in light of the specification, limitations from the 
specification are not read into the claims. See In re Van Geuns, 988 F.2d 1 181, 
26 USPQ2d 1057 (Fed. Cir. 1993). 

2. The Applicant's arguments regarding Claim 1,16, and 27 are not persuasive as 
Chapman does suggest of the identity attribute used to determine if the new user 
has been involved in fraudulent activities see Col 1 Ln 21-38. As Chapman 
discloses the permanently removing of the user from the file. And further the 
Applicant's arguments regarding the access and attribute information being 
entered once is suggested by Chapman, as he discloses the creation of 
etc/passwd file which contains the information about the users and need not be 
reentered see Col 4 Ln 16-26. Applicant's arguments regarding reference not 
containing a denied-users identity profile data is misplace as Chapman does 
show a denied-users identity profile data see Col 6 Ln 58-64 and also the 
Chapman discloses the checking of account information to look for an match see 
Col 5 Ln 30-41 . Applicant's arguments regarding determining a positive or 
negative match data and list of suspended users and allowing if the match is 
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negative and denying access if match is positive is disclosed by Chapman see 
Col 6 Ln 56- Col 7 Ln 6. 

3. The Applicant's arguments regarding Claim 16 are not persuasive as Chapman 
in combination with Brown does show of a secondary review process for 
verification see Brown Col 14 Ln 8-22. 

4. The Applicant's arguments regarding claim 27 are not persuasive as Chapman 
discloses the adding of new user identity to valid user database based 
determined negative match, and adding of new user identity to denied user 
database determined positive match see Col 4 Ln 13-22 & Col 6 Ln 23-35 & Col 
6 Ln 56-64. , 

5. The Applicant's arguments regarding claim 5-1 1,13, 20-24 are not persuasive as 
Chapman in combination with Brown discloses the first match tolerance level see 
Col 13 Ln 27-30. Brown disclose the second tolerance level Col 14 Ln 14-21. 
And further the checking to see if first tolerance level is exceeded see Col 13 Ln 
27-30; the checking to see if the second tolerance level is exceeded see Col 14 
Ln 14-17. 

6. For citations of 35 USC § 102(b) and 103(a) codes please consult previous non- 
final office action. 
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Response to Amendments 

7. Claim 1-4,12,14,16-19,25,27 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being 
anticipated by U.S. Patent No. 5774650 to Chapman et al. 



8. Regarding Claim 1 , The "receiving at least one identity attribute from the new- 
user" is met by Chapman et al. see Column 1 Line 17-20. Chapman et al. further 
discloses similarity searching against an list and receiving an result of the search 
and based on the result the user is given access or denied access to the 
computer system see Column 6 Line 58-63. 



9. Regarding Claim 2, Chapman et al. discloses the use of user profile see Column 
5 Line 65- Column 6 Line 3. 



10. Regarding Claim 3 and 4, Chapman et al. discloses a database of unauthorized 
user information that is used to compare against the user information see 
Column 6 Line 58- Column 7 Line 6. 



11. Regarding Claim 12, Chapman et al. discloses having a list containing valid 
users that has accounts added (see Column 4 Line 13-22) where there is a 
match (Column 6 Line 23-25). Chapman et al. further discloses having a list of 
denied users that has accounts added where there is a match (Column 6 Line 
56-64). 
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12. Regarding Claim 14, Chapman et al. discloses the use of hierarchical document 
for storage of denied user see Column 6 Line 65- Column 7 Line 3. 

13. Regarding Claim 16, The "receiving at least one identity attribute from the new- 
user" is met by Chapman et al. see Column 1 Line 17-20. Chapman et al. further 
discloses similarity searching against an list and receiving an result of the search 
and based on the result the user is given access or denied access to the 
computer system see Column 6 Line 58-63. Chapman et al. further discloses 
having a list containing valid users that has accounts added (see Column 4 Line 
13-22) where there is a match (Column 6 Line 23-25), having a list of denied sers 
that has accounts added where there is a match(Column 6 Line 56-64). 

14. Regarding Claim 17, Chapman et al. discloses the use of user profile see 
Column 5 Line 65- Column 6 Line 3. 

15. Regarding Claim 18 and Claim 19, Chapman et al. discloses a database of 
unauthorized user information that is used to compare against the user 
information see Column 6 Line 58- Column 7 Line 6. 



16. Regarding Claim 25, Chapman et al. discloses the use of hierarchical document 
for storage of denied user see Column 6 Line 65- Column 7 Line 3. 
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17. Regarding Claim 27, The "receiving at least one identity attribute from the new- 
user" is met by Chapman et al. see Column 1 Line 17-20. Chapman et al. further 
discloses similarity searching against an list and receiving an result of the search 
and based on the result the user is given access or denied access to the 
computer system see Column 6 Line 58-63. Chapman et al. further discloses 
having a list containing valid users that has accounts added (see Column 4 Line 
13-22) where there is a match (Column 6 Line 23-25), having a list of denied 
users that has accounts added where there is a match(see Column 6 Line 56- 
64). 



18. Regarding Claim 28 and 29 are rejected under the same rationale as Claim 1 
and 16 respectively. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

19. Claim 5-11 , 20-23 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Chapman et al. in view of U.S. Patent No. 6026398 to Brown et al. 



20. Regarding Claim 5, Chapman et al. fails to disclose comparing similarity result to 
a first match tolerance level. However, Brown et al. discloses comparing the 
result to a weights see Column 13 Line 1-4. It would be obvious to one having 
ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to modify comparing the result 
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to a weight function in Brown et al. to a first match tolerance level so as to 
provide for accurate match and to determine how close is the match see Column 
13 Line 21-26. 

21. Regarding Claim 6 and Claim 7, Chapman et al. does not disclose match being 
positive when there is match exceeds tolerance level, and being negative when 
the match is does not exceed tolerance level. However, Brown et al. discloses 
the match being "close" when the weight is greater and not "close" when the 
weight is not greater see Column 13 Line 27-30. It would 'be obvious to one 
having ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to modify a function of 
match being close" when the weight is greater in Brown et al. to a positive and 
negative in order to provide for an accurate measurement of closeness see 
Column 13 Line 21-26. 

22. Regarding Claim 8, Chapman et al. does not discloses where an positive match 
has been found, verifying via a secondary review. However, Brown et al. 
discloses having a after an match has been secondary review to verify the match 
see Column 14 Line 8-14. It would be obvious to one having ordinary skill in the 
art at the time of the invention to include having a after an match has been 
secondary review to verify the match in order to further increase the likelihood of 
an match see Column 14 Line 17-21. 
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23. Regarding Claim 9, Chapman et al. does not disclose comparing the result of 
secondary to a second tolerance match level. However, Brown et al. discloses 
comparing the results of a secondary review to a second tolerance match level 
see Column 14 Line 14-17. It would be obvious to one having ordinary skill in the 
art at the time of the invention to include comparing the results of a secondary 
review to a second tolerance match level in order to further increase the 
likelihood of an match see Column 14 Line 17-21. 

24. Regarding Claim 1 0 and Claim 1 1 , Chapman et al. does not disclose having an 
positive match that does not meet or exceed match tolerance level; and a 
negative match that does meet or exceed tolerance level. However, Brown et al. 
discloses having a to test to determine a match, and having a weight value that 
can be greater than zero being pass and less being fail see Column 14 Line 23- 
32. It would be obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify having a to test to determine a match, and having a weight 
value that can be greater than zero being pass and less being fail in Brown et al. 
to a positive and negative in order to accurately determine whether the match is 
close see Column 14 Line 43-47. 

25. Regarding Claim 20, Chapman et al. fails to disclose comparing similarity result 
to a first match tolerance level. However, Brown et al. discloses comparing the 
result to a weights see Column 1 3 Line 1 -4. It would be obvious to one having 
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ordinary skill in the acl at the time of the invention to modify comparing the result 
to a weight function in Brown et al. to a match tolerance level so as to provide for 
accurate match and to determine how close is the match see Column 13 Line 21- 
26. 

26. Regarding Claim 21 and Claim 22, Chapman et al. does not disclose match 
being positive when there is match exceeds tolerance level, and being negative 
when the mach is does not exceed tolerance level. However, Brown et al. 
discloses the match being close" when the weight is greater and not "close" 
when the weight is not greater see Column 13 Line 27-30. It would be obvious to 
one having ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to modify a function 
of match being "close" when the weight is greater in Brown et al. to a negative 
match in order to provide for an accurate measurement of closeness see Column 
13 Line 21-26. 

27. Regarding Claim 23, Chapman et al. does not disclose comparing the result of 
secondary to a second tolerance match level. However, Brown et al. discloses 
comparing the results of a secondary review to a second tolerance match level 
see Column 14 Line 14-17. It would be obvious to one having ordinary skill in the 
at the time of the invention to include comparing the results of a secondary 
review to a second tolerance match level in order to further increase the 
likelihood of an match see Column 14 Line 17-21. 
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28. Regarding Claim 30, Chapman discloses the similarity searching of new user 
against an suspended user database and further allowing and denying access 
see Col 5 Line 30-49 & Col. 57-64. Chapman et al. does not disclose having an 
match score for the similarity result and comparing the match score against an 
predetermined match score. However, Brown et al. disclose having an match 
score for the similarity result see Column 3 Line 66- Column 4 Line 7 and Brown 
et al. also disclose comparing the match score against an predetermined 
tolerance level see Column 14 Line 49-51 . It would be obvious to one having 
ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to include a match score for the 
similarity result and comparing the match score against an predetermined match 
score of Brown's in the granting and denying of access to a computer system of 
Chapman in order to get precise match for the closest match records see 
Column 4 Line 27-30. 

29. Regarding Claim 31 , The confirming of similarity with a match score is not 
disclosed by Chapman. However, Brown discloses the confirming of similarity 
score see Col. 13 Line 49-59. It would be obvious to one with ordinary skill in the 
art at the time of the invention to include the similarity match score of Brown in 
Chapman's allowing and denying of access based on match in order to 
determine the likelihood of an match as taught in Brown see Col. 13 Line 55-59. 
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30. Claim 13 and 24 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Chapman et al. U.S. Patent No. 5774650) in view of U.S. Patent No. 6629092 B1 
to Berke. 

31. Regarding Claim 13, Chapman et al. does not disclose new-user attribute 
received from Internet web site, data entry systems and databases. However, 
Berke discloses the receiving of attribute through web-sites, data entry and 
databases see Column 4 Line 58-Column 5 Line 2 & Column 5 Line 52-58. It 
would be obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to include the receiving of attribute through web-sites, data entry and 
databases in order for it to be adaptable to conventional devices see Column 5 
Line 4-11. 

32. Regarding Claim 24, Chapman et al. does not disclose new-user attribute 
received from Internet web site, data entry systems and databases. However, 
Berke discloses the receiving of attribute through web-sites, data entry and 
databases see Column 4 Line 58-Column 5 Line 2 & Column 5 Line 52-58. It 
would be obvious to one having ordinary skill in the ad at the time of the invention 
to include the receiving of attribute through web-sites, data entry and databases 
in order for it to be adaptable to conventional devices see Column 5 Line 4-1 1 . 

Conclusion 
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33. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .1 36(a). A shortened statutory period for reply to 
this final action is set to expire THREE MONTHS from the mailing date of this 
action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO MONTHS of the mailing date 
of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after the end of the 
THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee 
pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the 
advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire 
later than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

34. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Venkatanarayanan Perungavoor whose 
telephone number is 571-272-7213. The examiner can normally be reached on 
8-4:30. If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the 
examiner's supervisor, Gilberto Barron can be reached on 571-272-3799. The 
fax phone number for the organization where this application or proceeding is 
assigned is 703-872-9306. Information regarding the status of an application may 
be obtained from the Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. 
Status information for published applications may be obtained from either Private 
PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished applications is available 
through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR system, see 
http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private 
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PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 
(toll-free). 



6/13/2005 



Venkatanarayanan Perungavoor 

Examiner 

Art Unit 2132 



GILBERTO BARRON JAc ' 
SUPERVISORY PATENT EXAMINER 
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